REMARKS 

This application has been carefully reconsidered in view of the Office Action of 
August 4, 2003. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the restriction requirement of record is 
respectfully requested as set forth below. By this amendment, new dependent claim 22 has been 
added. Claim 22 depends from claim 1 and is directed to the embodiment of applicant's 
invention in which the syndiotactic polypropylene and isotactic polypropylene are separately 
produced and blended together in contrast to a reactor blend. Support for claim 22 is found in 
applicant's specification in the first full paragraph of page 7 and in the paragraph bridging pages 
7 and 8 of applicant's specification. Reconsideration and allowance of this application is 
respectfully requested for the reasons set forth below. 

The rejection of claims 1-15, 20 and 21 as anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,407,177 to 
Shamshoum et al. is respectfully traversed. It will be noted in the first instance that the patent to 
Shamshoum et al. fails to disclose the claimed subject matter which requires, in every claim, a 
blend incorporating a syndiotactic polypropylene having a multimodal molecular weight 
distribution blended with the isotactic polypropylene. The Shamshoirai et al. reference has been 
carefully reviewed, particularly the portions thereof referred to specifically in the Office Action, 
and there clearly is no disclosure of a polymer blend incorporating syndiotactic polypropylene 
have a multimodal molecular weight distribution as set forth in claim 1. The Shamshoum 
reference not only fails to disclose a syndiotactic polypropylene having a multimodal weight 
distribution, but it would appear that the syndiotactic polypropylene in Shamshoum et al. is 
monomodal with a narrow molecular weight distribution, hi this respect, the disclosure in 
Shamshoum et al. that the syndiotactic polypropylene-isotactic polypropylene blend there is 
prepared with a syndiospecific metallocene component and an isospecific Ziegler-Natta 
component of a multi-site catalyst system would lead one of ordinary skill in the art to expect a 
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syndiotactic polymer having a relatively narrow monomodal molecular weight distribution. This 
would be reinforced by the syndiospecific metallocenes as described in the patents referred to in 
column 4, lines 33-38 of Shamshoxim et al. One of ordinary skill in the art would not expect 
syndiospecific metallocenes of this nature to produce syndiotactic polypropylene having 
multimodal molecular weight distribution. In this regard, attention is respectfully invited to U.S. 
Patent No. 6,265,512 to Siedle et al. and particularly to the discussion of syndiospecific 
metallocenes as found in the '512 patent in columns 3 and 4 and the symmetry of such catalysts, 
which as stated in column 15, lines 33-36, would produce molecular weight distributions which 
typically are monomodal. 

In addition to the failure of Shamshoum et al. to anticipate applicant's independent claim 
1 by virtue of its failure to disclose syndiotactic polypropylene having a muhimodal molecular 
weight distribution, it is noted that appHcant's dependent claims recite further features of the 
invention which are not found in the Shamshoum et al. reference. Specifically, it will be noted 
that Shamshoum et al. fails to disclose isotactic polypropylene having a melting temperature in 
the range of 159 to 169°C as set forth in claim 6, nor is there disclosed a multimodal syndiotactic 
polypropylene with a melting temperature of up to about 130°C as set forth in dependent claim 
10. Further, the reference fails to disclose a dispersion index for the syndiotactic polypropylene 
of firom 3 to 6 as set forth in dependent claim 14 or a dispersion index for the isotactic 
polypropylene of fi*om 3.5 to 6.5, as set forth in dependent claim 20. In addition, the 
Shamshoum et al. reference clearly fails to disclose bimodal syndiotactic polypropylene as set 
forth in dependent claim 15. With respect to dependent claim 22, it will be noted that the 
Shamshoum reference specifies the formation of a reactor blend. This is in contrast to a physical 
blend as specifically called for in claim 22. 
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To the extent an issue may be raised with respect to application of the Shamshomn et al. 
reference to any claim under 35 U.S.C. §103, it is noted that such action would be lacking in 
compliance with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 103(c) and the implementation of the statute as 
set forth in 37 CFR §1.104 and MPEP §706.02(1), §706.02(1)(2) and §706.02(1)(3). In this 
regard, it is noted that the Shamshoum et al. patent is assigned by a recorded assignment to Fina 
Technology, hic. The above-identified application is assigned by a recorded assignment to 
ATOFINA Research. Fina Technology and ATOFINA Research are both wholly owned 
subsidiaries of Total S.A. Thus, the invention claimed in this application and the subject matter 
of the Shamshoxmi patent were, at the time the invention was made, owned by or subject to an 
obligation of assignment to the same person and should be so considered under the practice as set 
forth in MPEP §706.02(1)(2)(II), §706.02(1)(3) and §706(l)(3)(b). 

Further, even if an issue of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. §103 were to become involved, 
attention is respectfully invited to the last full paragraph on page 7 of applicant's specification, 
which discusses the advantages involved in the use of syndiotactic polypropylene of multimodal 
molecular weight distribution as involved in the present invention. As shown in Table 2 foxmd 
on page 10 of applicant's specification, under identical conditions, the use of bimodal 
syndiotactic polypropylene shows substantially improved results in terms of maximum spinning 
speeds at 260°C and 280°C when compared with the corresponding polymer blend incorporating 
monomodal syndiotactic polypropylene. 

In regard to the restriction requirement, it is presumed that the reference in the Office 
Action to MPEP § 1875(b) was intended to be made in reference to 37 CFR § 1.475(b). It is noted 
that 37 CFR § 1.475(b) addresses the issue of claims to different categories of inventions and the 
circumstances in which claims directed to such different combinations of categories may be 
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considered to have unity of invention. The claims of Groups I and II are not directed to different 
categories of invention and accordingly, the material referenced in the Office Action and the 
provisions of 37 CFR § 1.475(b) would appear to be inapposite here. As noted in applicant's 
previous response of July 11, 2003, the claims of Groups I and II fall within the same category. 
They are not directed to different categories of invention as addressed in 37 CFR §1.475. It is 
also noted, as stated in applicant's previous response of July 1 1, 2003, that the reason advanced 
in the Office Action of May 12, 2003 in support of restriction involving claim 19 of Group III, 
'the blend recited is not the same in scope to the Group I composition" is no longer applicable. 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully that the claims herein are patentable over the 
prior art and accordingly, an early reconsideration and allowance of this application is 
respectfully requested. 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge any fee required relative to the submission of 
this document to the Locke Liddell & Sapp LLP deposit account no. 12-1781 . 



Respectfully submitted, 




Date: November 4. 2003 

Locke Liddell & Sapp llp 

2200 Ross Avenue, Suite 2200 
Dallas, Texas 75201-6776 
Telephone: (214) 740-8535 
Facsimile: (214)756-8535 



31223:81205 : DALLAS : 1219298.1 



8 



